STRAIGHT TALK

DR. KAMINSKI REPLIES TO
IPT OFFSITE QUESTIONS

Editor’s Note: Ina 14 August 1995 memorandum to the Secretaries of the Military Departments;
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; Department of Defense Inspector General; General Counsel; and
Senior OSD Leadership, Dr. Paul G. Kaminski, Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and
Technology), thanked the conferees for their participation in the 20 July 1995 DoD Offsite,
“Institutionalizing Integrated Product Teams: DoD’s Commitment to Change.” As an attachment
to his memorandum, he responded to questions that surfaced during the presentations. The
questions and Dr. Kaminski’s responses are reprinted below in their entirety.

Vision
D

What is your vision of the mile-
stone review process when the Inte-
grated Product Team (IPT) concept
is fully implemented?

A

While the ACAT I-D process is de-
scribed forillustration, all other ACAT-
level programs should follow a similar
process within the Services. The ob-
jective of the IPT process is to elimi-
nate sequential and redundant pro-
gram reviews — by the Program
Executive Officer (PEO), the Service
staff, the Service Acquisition Execu-
tive (SAE), the OSD staff, and finally
by the Defense Acquisition Executive
(DAE). The end-state IPT process will
consist of the Service staff working
with the OSD staff, alongside of and in
support of the Program Manager (PM),
building successful programs. Their
collective knowledge and experience
will facilitate programs that have af-
fordable and executable strategies and
plans from the outset.

All participants will have a stake in
making the Department’s program
successful, not finding fault with a
program late in a cycle. At the
Overarching IPT (OIPT) level, the se-
nior staff from the Service and OSD
will jointly resolve issues and review a
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program’s readiness to proceed to the
next phase. We can eliminate the need
for the Services to con-
duct a separate program
review before sending the
program to a Defense Ac-
quisition Board. We will
work together — the Ser-
vices and OSD — as one
Department, to develop
strong programs, address
issuesinatimely and pro-
ductive manner, and
make joint, sound busi-
ness decisions regarding
aprogram’s future course.
Diminishing funding and
personnel resources man-
date that we operate this
way. We must work to-
gether, capitalizing on
each other’s knowledge
and experience, to get the
greatest return possible on
our investments. The IPT process is
designed to achieve that objective.

D

Two divergent and potentially con-
flicting understandings were evident
in the dialogue with respect to OSD
staff roles under the IPT approach.
Some of the staff view the major ben-
efit of IPT participation to be early
identification and reconciliation of
issues to ensure program Success.

Others view the major benefit to be a
better way to achieve program over-

The 20 Jul 95 DoD IPT Offsite confer-
ees used the QEGA session as an op-
porfune forum for straight talk.

sight. This is a major philosophical
difference in perspective that can
make the difference between suc-
cessor failure of the initiative. Over-
sight/independent assessment is ob-
viously still a role that OSD must
play for a multitude of reasons;
however, it is essential for OSD
leadership to clearly articulate the
relative priority of “early identifica-
tion and reconciliation of issues to
ensure program success” and “en-
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hanced oversight.” Both are by-prod-
ucts of IPT operation, but only the
former is a fundamental change in
OSD staff roles. Can you clarify your
priorities for the role of the staff in
working with IPTs?

A

Working as teams to develop strat-
egies and early identification and rec-
onciliation of issues to ensure pro-
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gram success is the No. 1 priority of
IPTs. An additional benefit of working
early with the program teams is that
early insight to the program issues will
result in better oversight and allow for
more informed independent assess-
ments. While oversight/independent
assessments are very important, they
are the by-product of working as IPTs
and should not be the staff’s primary
focus.

Photos by Richard Mattox

The Role of IPTs in Relation
to Decision Makers
L < J

Early and continuous participa-
tion of the OIPT could conceivably
lead to de facto program manage-
ment by committee. In your view,
what are the boundaries of responsi-
bility between the OIPT and the PM?
What is your intent regarding main-
taining the distinction between line
and staff organizations?

A

The working-level IPTs are advi-
sory groups supporting the PM, to
develop and recommend program
strategies and plans. The OIPT, com-
prised of senior Service and OSD staff
and functional directors, provides stra-
tegic guidance to the PM and PEO. All
IPT members must have the authority
to represent their organization’s posi-
tion. The PM is in charge of the pro-
gram — the PM is the decision maker.

D

How do you respond to the posi-
tion that cost performance, test and
evaluation, and other proposed IPTs
are not really IPTs because they are
too focused and not really integrated
with other (and sometimes compet-
ing) program issues and concerns?

A

Each of these IPTs is focused on a
particular process, but each is multi-
disciplinary, containing representa-
tion from different organizations (e.g.,
user, logistics, systems engineering,
etc.) and different levels (OSD, Ser-
vice, Procuring Contracting Officer
[PCO], Syscom, PM) in order to effec-
tively integrate the various functional
perspectives into an affordable, ex-
ecutable process that is tailored to the
individual program. Also, each Ser-
vice will establish a management or
integrating IPT to integrate the efforts
andresolve issues resulting from other
working-level IPTs. In accordance
with (IAW) the Program Manager’s
Bill of Rights, that Integrating IPT will
normally be led by the PM, who is
responsible for the overall manage-
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ment of his program — unless the SAE
decides otherwise.

L < J

Clarify the role of the OIPT and
working-level or weapon- system IPT
as they relate to the execution chain
of command (i.e., DAE-SAE-PEO-
PM). If these IPTs are in the over-
sight and review mode, are they advi-
sors to the DAE, SAE, PEO, and PM,
or do you believe they will also be
making decisions that are binding on
the PEO and PM?

A

OSD staff members on working-
level IPTs have an advisory relation-
ship with the PM, but they are also
charged with the responsibility toraise
issueswhenthey are identified. Issues/
concerns must first be raised at the
working-level IPT in consultation with
the functional principal if required.
However, if the issues cannot be re-
solved in the working-level IPT, the
issue can be raised to the OIPT. The
OIPT works during the development
phase to streamline documentation
and the review process, to resolve
issues resulting from working-level
discussions, and is also responsible
for providing to the DAE an indepen-
dent assessment of a program’s readi-
ness to proceed at the end of the
phase. The PM and PEO will be ac-
tively involved at both levels in the
resolution of any issues. For the pro-
cess to operate as designed, agree-
ments must be binding. However, dis-
agreements will be resolved at the
lowest possible level, but can be raised
at any time to higher levels, including
the DAE, for a final decision. We
would view issues that should have
been raised earlier, but were not sur-
faced until the last minute, to be a
failure of the new IPT process.

Role of Staffs
<D

Air Force’s IPT model suggests that
the staff-level IPT deal with issues
and processes only, but not program
execution. This is different from what
Mr. Longuemare has proposed. Are
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we free to choose any IPT model as we
see fit?

A

There is no one-size-fits-all, work-
ing-level IPT model. While each of the
Services is developing a slightly differ-
ent approach, there are three basic
tenets to which any approach must
adhere: (1) AsIemphasized at the July
20 IPT Offsite, and per the Program
Manager’s Bill of Rights and Respon-
sibilities, the PM is in charge of his or
her own program; (2) working-level
IPTs are advisory bodies to the PM,
responsible to and empowered by the
PM; (3) direct communication among
all levels in the acquisition process is
encouraged as a means of exchanging
information and building trust. The
USD(A&T) and the Component Ac-
quisition Executives (CAE) have a re-
sponsibility to review and make deci-
sions on certain programs. IPTs do not
supplant that responsibility.

D

From briefings on 20 July it is not
clear whether the OIPTs will include
Service principal office representatives
who are counterparts of the OSD prin-
cipal office representatives. If they are
not to be included, it would encour-
age a parallel OIPT to be established
at the Service level — this would not
reflect an integrated approach. Please
comment.

A

ACATI-D OIPTs and working-level
IPTs will include service and OSD
staff and functional representatives.
The intent is to be inclusive vice exclu-
sive. The purpose of IPTs is to build
successful programs, i.e., develop af-
fordable executable strategies and
plans, and to identify and resolve
issues early. There will be a parallel
structure for ACAT I-C and below pro-
grams. An objective is to streamline
the process such that the OIPT will
reduce the need for Service-level Sys-
tems Acquisition Review Council
meetings for ACAT I-D program deci-
sions. Of course, that decision will be
at the discretion of the CAE.

D

How do we deal with ‘adversarial’
representatives on IPTs (non-team
players sabotaging at every turn)?

A

Where there are differences of view,
those differences should be resolved
within the team. When the differences
cannot be resolved, those issues
should immediately be raised to the
next level of decision making. Unpro-
fessional activity will be reviewed and
resolved by the responsible
supervisors.

D

We have a perception that this
IPT concept is embraced and sup-
ported at the top level in OSD, but
not at the working levels of the OSD
staffs. This makes IPT implementa-
tion more difficult and more suscep-
tible to sabotage.

A

The use of IPTs is a ‘win-win’ for
both top- and staff-level OSD and
PMs. Understanding that skepticism
remains, the use of IPTs and the re-
sulting benefits will be reaped by all
over time. However, learning the pro-
cess and becoming comfortable with it
also requires time. Be assured that the
leadership in OSD, career, political
and military, strongly support the IPT
process and are committed to making
it work. Everyone must embrace the
IPT concept, and they must now be
evaluated on how well they support
the process and contribute to the suc-
cess of acquisition programs vice find-
ing fault late in the process.

Independent Assessments

How is the principle of indepen-
dent assessment compatible with the
issue-raising/issue-resolving principle
behind IPTs? Are the independent
assessors fully participating members
and/or leaders of the IPT — part of
the decision-making process? Doesn’t
the principle of independence inter-
fere with the IPT concept and vice
versa?

November-December 1995



A

Independent assessments are com-
patible and possible within the IPT
process. However, within the IPT con-
struct, the independent assessments
are a continuous process. Under the
old way of doing business, the inde-
pendent assessments occurred at the
end of a program phase: functional
elements of the program were ‘graded’,
and pass/fail reports were provided to
the PM, the Service and OSD func-
tional chiefs, and the Milestone Deci-
sion Authority (MDA). Under the IPT
concept, the functional representa-
tives from both the Service and OSD
levels, will participate in developing
sound, executable, and affordable
strategies and plans with an eye to-
ward making the program a success.
Both functional representatives and
the PM must consider alternative
means of reaching objectives. How-
ever, ifa functional representative can-
not agree with an evolving strategy or
plan, that representative is duty-
bound to seek to resolve and, if neces-
sary, elevate that issue to his or her
functional supervisor and the PM for
resolution, through the OIPT, and ul-
timately to the DAE if not resolved by
the OIPT.

Therein, the independent assess-
ment role under the IPT construct has
facilitated resolution of the issue, much
earlier and more constructively than it
did under the old way of doing business.
The issue is identified and resolved
quickly, and the program proceeds with-
out undue delay. This role does not in
any way compromise the role of OSD as
an independent assessor.

Defense Acquisition
Executive Summary (DAES)
<D

Given the IPT concept, why is
Service involvement required at DAES
reviews — why can’t the OSD IPT
member address all issues? Why do
we still need DAES reviews?

A
Basically, the IPT process and the
DAES do different things. The IPT/
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OIPT function is to develop success-
ful program strategies and, through
early and continuous insight, iden-
tify and resolve problems in a timely,
efficient manner. Another important
function that must be performed is
keeping the USD(A&T) regularly in-
formed regarding the status of the
ACAT I-D programs for which he or
she is held accountable. DAES
serves the function of providing
quarterly feedback to MDAs on pro-
gram execution against baselines as
needed for effective oversight be-
tween milestones. As a point of clari-
fication, the DAES process started
out with only OSD participation in
the briefings. The Services, includ-
ing many PEOs and PMs, have re-
quested participation, and that has
been granted on a space-available
basis. As the IPT process matures,
the DAES reporting process may also
change to meet the DAE’s needs.

Government-Contractor
Relations
D

How does the Federal Advisory
Committee Act (FACA) daffect or re-
strict industry’s participation on pro-
gram office IPTs?

A

An ‘advisory committee’, as defined
by FACA, includes any committee,
panel, task force, or similar group that
is established or used by an agency or
officer of the government to obtain
advice or recommendations on issues
or policies within the scope of the
agency official’s responsibilities, and
whose membership includes anyone
other than full-time officers or em-
ployees of the Federal Government. A
committee that includes non-govern-
ment representatives to provide an
industry view, would be an advisory
committee covered by FACA, and must
follow the procedures prescribed by
the Act.

In addition to FACA consider-
ations, PMs must also remember that
the participation of a contractor or a
prospective contractoronan IPT could

violate other statutory requirements,
such as the statutory procurement in-
tegrity rules. For example, involve-
ment by potential contractors on a
program IPT during the solicitation
process could result in improper ac-
cess to information. Prospective con-
tractor involvement on IPTs should be
reviewed by the Component’s legal
advisor.

A contractor, as part of an IPT,
providing advice to a program office in
accordance with the requirements of
its contract, generally would not be
considered an advisory committee and
therefore should not be affected by
FACA. However, refer to the question
and answer on maintaining contrac-
tor responsibility.

D

How do you hold the contractor
responsible for performance when you
share every decision he or she makes?
If the contractor doesn’t meet specifi-
cation requirements, isn’t the govern-
ment responsible?

A

The contractor is responsible for
executing his/her contract. Changes
to the contract require action by both
the PCO and the person designated by
the contractor to make changes. IPTs
cannot make decisions for the con-
tractor nor direct the contractor in the
performance of contract responsibili-
ties. In relation to contractor perfor-
mance, the purpose of the IPT is to
assist the parties in understanding the
contractrequirements, facilitate timely
issue resolution, and to allow the gov-
ernment to gain early insight into the
contractor’s performance. It must be
clear to the contractor that the IPT
guidance will not change the contract
requirements. Any perceived change
to those requirements must be ad-
dressed to the PCO for resolution and
potential contractual implementation.
The government officials leading the
IPT must ensure that these ground
rules are clearand spelled out in a way
to ensure that they will withstand a
challenge.
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Resources
L < J

From an OSD Action Officer (AO)
(i.e., OSD staff member) perspective,
the IPT concept has resulted in a
significant added workload. How do
we plan to accommodate the added
workload? How do you change the
mind-set of OSD managers to em-
power AOs to make decisions for their
organization?

It seems that some PMs feel that
they will have to ‘staff up’ to support
IPTs. How do you respond to this?
And ifit’s true, what will the course of
action be?

A

Staff levels are declining as noted
in other questions. It is important to
understand that OIPTs and IPTs are
not intended to meet regularly nor
frequently. Information can be ex-
changed and members updated
through other forums such as phone
calls, tele-video conferencing, e-mails,
faxes, DAES, etc. When OIPT and IPT
meetings are convened, they must be
well organized and constructively con-
sume the member’s time in supporting
the PM. Everyone must use available
resources to work smarter, not harder.

D

What, if any, training will be pro-
vided to your staff on what it means
to be an effective ‘team member’? We
found in the program office that our
people required team training.

A

Efforts are underway to define ap-
propriate training. The Defense Ac-
quisition University (DAU) has been
tasked to update their curriculum by
October 1995. Many of the courses
already include training in the IPT
process.

D

As part of the drawdown of the
Army, my PEO core staff has been
reduced in size. Over a 3-year period,
its size has been reduced about 25
percent. We perceive out in the field
that the OSD staff needs a similar size
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reduction. Are there any firm plans in
OSD for reduction in staff size?

A

The OSD staff is shrinking over the
Program Objective Memorandum
years: 3 percent in FY95 and 5 percent
each year thereafter. In addition, the
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) direction regarding staff aug-
mentation, now being formalized by a
DoD Directive, will effectively reduce
OSD staff even further in FY96.

The net effect will be a percentage
reduction of the OSD staff, including
A&T, at least as great as the reduc-
tions to the Service acquisition
workforces. In addition, I have com-
missioned a review of the way the
USD(A&T) organization is structured,
given the new IPT way of working.
IPTs are one way of effectively and
efficiently using this smaller work-
force. We will need to make further
reductions in infrastructure in order to
reduce costs. To the extent that IPTs
can identify non-value/redundant
work, they will help guide infrastruc-
ture reduction efforts.

IPT Meetings
D

How often do you envision the work-
ing-level IPT meet, or can any of the
30+ members call for an IPT meeting?

A

IPTs meet as often as necessary to
work and resolve issues. Working-
level IPTs will meet as necessary to
produce a specified product, review
progress, and resolve issues. How-
ever, regular ‘update’ meetings should
not be conducted. The OIPT will meet
only to resolve the most significant
issues and to determine program readi-
ness and review plans for the next
phase.

<D

Do you see a danger in OSD of
every problem having an IPT to sup-
posedly solve it (danger of overuse/
abuse of IPTs)?

10

A

Yes. IPTs are not intended to solve
every problem. IPTs are focused on
building successful acquisition pro-
grams: develop affordable and execut-
able strategies and plans; identify and
resolve issues early; and, provide con-
tinuous early insight to the MDA. We
need to make sure that the IPT phi-
losophy does not become a cult in
order to productively use our person-
nel resources, especially in this era of
downsizing.

Major Automated
Information Systems Review
Council (MAISRC)

D

The off-site presentations focused
on the Defense Acquisition Board
(DAB) and DAB programs. What are
the plans for implementing this con-
cept in the MAISRC process? Any
plans for specific Automated Infor-
mation Systems (AIS)?

A

Itis both Mr. Paige’s and my desire
to integrate the MAISRC and DAB
processes — to use similar principles
and processes to accomplish their
function. The rewrite of DoDD 5000.1
and DoDI 5000.2 will fully integrate
the 8000-series documents. However,
the MAISRC will still exist as a sepa-
rate body, and AISs will continue to
have separate thresholds.

Role of the Comptroller
D

In the past it has appeared that,
despite comptroller participation in
the DAB, comptroller funding recom-
mendations do not reflect program
decisions made by the DAB. Will the
comptroller participate in the IPT?
Will the comptroller funding recom-
mendations and decisions be consis-
tent with DAB/OIPT acquisition strat-
egies?

A

The Comptroller is a member of
both the Defense Resources Board
(DRB) and the DAB. We expect that
the Comptroller will participate in the
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process of building successful pro-
grams. As stated by the Director, In-
vestments, the Comptroller represen-
tatives would be empowered
representatives. That is not to say that
later in a fiscal year or under different
circumstances, the program will not
undergo reductions.

D

How can we expect program man-
agers and PEOs to dialogue openly
about funding issues or cost savings
initiatives with comptroller team
members given the objective that
comptroller people often have to find
funds for other shortfalls?

A

The IPT process can help people at
all levels involved in PPBS to under-
stand programs. There are instances
when the PPBS is not fully integrated
with the acquisition management or
the IPT process. However, the IPT
process will keep the Comptroller and
the DAE better informed, thus facili-
tating more enlightened PPBS deci-
sions.

Role of the DODIG
D

How do we reconcile the punitive
nature of the Department of Defense
Inspector General (DODIG) with
streamlining and innovative initia-
tives that can always be second-
guessed?

A

The DODIG has been a helpful
participant in process action teams,
working groups, and developing legis-
lative proposals foracquisition reform.
Further, DODIG has stated publicly a
desire to be more helpful to the De-
partment for reform initiatives and
problem resolution. The DODIG has
a statutory role to perform audits. Au-
diting by its nature looks at what has
been done and how things can be
done better in the future.

In the acquisition process, the

DODIG has an auditing role, but he is
not a member of the DAB because the
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DODIG is not a part of the manage-
ment decision process. In addition, I
requested the DODIG, along with the
Component inspection and audit or-
ganizations, to review the feasibility of
consolidating the scheduling of all
acquisition management audits and
inspections at the DoD level; and to
schedule cyclic audits and inspection
of any one program on a biennial
schedule, except in cases of fraud,
waste, or abuse. The results of that
review are due to me in October 1995.
Also, the DODIG is working with the
Component audit and inspection or-
ganizations on developing an auto-
mated system that will show all ongo-
ing and planned audits and
inspections of acquisition programs.
Further, the report will show the loca-
tions or programs where the audit or
inspection will be performed. Reports
from the system will be made avail-
able to the acquisition community in
the fall of 1995.

Documentation
D

OSD has defined a management
process. Has the senior management
looked at the level of documentation
necessary to support that process —
particularly with an eye toward re-
lieving documentation burdens on
PMs?

A

Yes. I have moved to a ‘tailored-in’
philosophy of documentation and
have directed the Services/Agencies
to examine their documentation re-
quirements. We all have to accept
that there will always be documenta-
tion to meet statutory requirements,
provide good management, and pro-
vide an audit trail of decisions and
rationale. The documentation will be
streamlined and tailored to each situ-
ation by the OIPT. This philosophy is
being incorporated in the rewrite of
the DoDD 5000.1 and DoDI 5000.2.

<D
The Systems Acquisition Manage-

ment Plan (SAMP) is described as a
summary document. As such, does

11

that mean it summarizes information
found in other existing documents
and is not intended to replace them?

A

The intent of creating a single docu-
ment is to provide the decision maker
with the opportunity to approve a
program’s direction as described in its
acquisition strategy, etc., early — prior
to final Request For Proposal (RFP)
release. The SAMP is a term first used
by the Air Force for a single, consoli-
dated document. The objective of the
SAMP, or any SAMP-like document,
is to meet the needs of the decision
maker while providing only the essen-
tial information to make the decision.
Our intent is to eliminate stand-alone
documents that have, in the past, re-
sulted in unnecessary duplication of
information. This concise document
will be complete and not summarize
other documents, and it will be up-
dated as program information
changes. The SAMP-like document
meets the needs of the decision maker.
It does not replace the various pro-
gram plans required and prepared by
the PMO; they are not provided to the
MDA unless required by statute.

D

Wil all programs be required to
produce a SAMP? When will we re-
ceive guidance on the acceptable
SAMP format?

A

There is no such thing as an ‘ac-
ceptable’ SAMP format. The SAMP is
a concept. Each program will, to the
maximum extent practical, prepare a
single document that is tailored to the
individual program. It will contain:
the information required by statute,
the information requested by the
MDA, and the information necessary
for the MDA to make his or her deci-
sion. Whatwas contained inthe Space
Based Infrared System (SBIR) SAMP
won’t necessarily apply to a missile,
tank, aircraft, or ship program. More-
over, the SBIR SAMP probably doesn’t
contain all of the information required
for those other kinds of weapons pro-
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grams. Even all aircraft programs may
not require the same information,
based upon their acquisition ap-
proach, program phase, and technical
risk.

When preparing the program’s
documentation, the PM must consider
what information has been requested
by the MDA. This will normally be
determined by the OIPT prior to or
early in the program phase so that
PMs can plan for that requirement as
they execute their programs, provide
feedback to the MDA, and ultimately
prepare for the next milestone deci-
sion review. The single document is
expected to contain strategies that
need to be approved by the MDA and
other information that the MDA re-
quires in order to make his or her
decision. It will not contain detailed
management plans. With the excep-
tion of the TEMP, which by statute
must be approved by OSD, other de-
tailed management plans (such as the
ILS plan, the program management
plan, producibility plan, etc.) are PM
working tools, and they shall not be
required as reports to the OSD or
Component Headquarters staff orga-
nizations. Bottom line: There will be
no standard format — no cookie-cut-
terapproach. Each PM shall tailor his/
her SAMP-like document to the pro-
gram needs.

Institutionalizing the IPT/
OIPT Process
D

It is obvious that the various PMs
will be innovative in streamlining the
acquisition process by streamlining
the subprocesses. How will these ideas
be captured, shared, and historically
preserved for use across OIPTs?

A

As part of the DoD 5000-series
rewrite, which will divide the current
guidance into mandatory and discre-
tionary, an Acquisition Deskbook will
be created. The Acquisition Deskbook
will provide automated, on-line, real-
time access to acquisition manage-
ment policies, practices, lessons-
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learned, and current management
tools promoting the adoption and
practice of sound systems manage-
ment principles. As DoD’s primary
reference tool, relied upon for promot-
ing systems acquisition management
excellence, it will be the vehicle for
capturing, sharing, and preserving pro-
cess innovations.

D

Each Service has a different ap-
proach to workRing-level IPTs. Are
there any processes (agenda, meet-
ing minutes, agreement memoran-
dums, efc.) that should be standard-
ized across DoD?

A

DoD wants to encourage flexibil-
ity, innovation, and tailoring in ex-
ecuting the IPT concept; it does not
want to mandate organizational struc-
tures, procedures, or formats. How-
ever, A&T/API is to publish ‘rules of
the road’ providing guidance on con-
ducting successful IPTs. The rules will
speak to such common-sense activi-
ties as the need for advanced and
coordinated scheduling, agenda de-
velopment, and publication of meet-
ing minutes.

Pre-Milestone 0 IPTs
D

Does the IPT concept apply to pre-
milestone O situations, such as Ad-
vanced Concept Technology Demon-
strations (ACTD)? If so, how?

A

IPT is a concept to bring all major
stakeholders together to solve a par-
ticular issue or to perform a particular
function. For example, IPTs are cur-
rently being held on various ACTDs to
develop plans for how and at what
point that ACTD will enter the formal
acquisition process.

<D

Please explain the apparent dis-
parity between the decision process
described on your (i.e., Dr.
Schneiter’s) ‘Life Cycle Cost Perfor-
mance IPT’ slide and your ‘Acceler-

12

ated Decision Making’ slide. Why do
recommendations for cost savings
changes have to go through the Op-
erational Readiness Demonstration
(ORD) approval authority, Joint Re-
quirements Oversight Council
(JROC), and OIPT for review before
approval by DAE? Aren’t ‘require-
ments’ communities empowered for
IPT activity?

A

The requirements community will
play a very active role in any discus-
sions regarding cost-performance
trades. Should those discussions re-
sult in recommendations to change
key performance parameters, the
JROC, which is the only body empow-
ered to validate them, must approve
the changes. The Cost Performance
IPT (CPIPT) and the OIPT can make
recommendations with that end in
mind.

Program ‘Rebaselining’

Please clarify what ‘rebaselining’
a program means.

A

Rebaselining does not refer to Ac-
quisition Program Baselines. When
used in the OIPT context, the term
‘rebaselining’ refers to the direction
included in my April 28 memoran-
dum. That direction required the OIPT
leader and the SAE to identify candi-
date programs, recommend the IPT
approach to be taken, and to specify
the next and future review points for
the program, including the appropri-
ate level of decision authority. The
SAEs have identified the programs,
and the rebaselining effort is under-
way.

D

How do IPTs relate to implement-
ing Integrated Product and Process
Development (IPPD)?

A

IPPD is a management technique
that simultaneously integrates all es-
sential acquisition activities through
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the use of multidisciplinary teams to
optimize the design, manufacturing,
and supportability process. IPTs are
key to making the IPPD work.

IPTs include representatives from
all appropriate functional disciplines
working together to build successful
programs and enable decision makers
to make the correct decisions at the
right time. In addition to the PMO-
contractor IPTs established to man-
age program execution, two types of
IPTs, the Overarching IPT (OIPT) and
the working-level IPTs, have been es-
tablished to facilitate building more
successful and affordable programs,
resolve problems, and gain early in-
sight for program insight.

The OIPT, consisting of senior Ser-
vice and OSD staff representatives
and functional directors, provides stra-
tegic guidance to the program office.
The OIPT is focused on tailoring the
program structure and execution to
that which is applicable to the pro-
gram and satisfies the needs of the
MDA. The OIPT will provide strategic
direction toward developing afford-
able and executable programs. Addi-
tionally, the OIPT, through early and
continuous insight, will identify and
resolve concerns andissuesin atimely
manner, keeping programs on track.

The working-level IPTs, consisting
of staff and functional representatives
from both OSD and the Services, will
support the PM by developing the
integrated strategies and plans that
execute the top-level guidance and
recommendations provided by the
OIPT. The working-level IPTs are
largely focused on the programmatic
details, e.g., contracting, testing, man-
agement, etc., required to execute the
program. Also, each Service will es-
tablish a management or integrating
IPT to integrate the efforts and resolve
issues resulting from other working-
level IPTs. IAW the Program
Manager’s Bill of Rights, that Integrat-
ing IPT will normally be led by the PM,
who is responsible for the overall
management of his or her program —

Program Manager

unless the SAE decides otherwise. The
objective is to make the program suc-
cessful by preparing affordable and
executable strategies and plans, that
are tailored to the program require-
ments.

Foreign Involvement

Global economy; increasingly glo-
bal industrial base; coalition warfare
strategies; diminishing resources: any
thought toward involving our allies
in the IPT process?

A

The DoDD 5000.1 will continue to
encourage international cooperation.
The statutory requirement for a Coop-
erative Opportunity Document (COD)
still exists, although now it will be
done by the Assistant Secretary of
Defense (Economic Security) Staff.
IPTs will be formed when planning
begins, prior to program initiation.
International cooperative programs
could have foreign government repre-
sentatives at the working IPT level or
OIPT level, as a full member of the
process.

Metrics
D

The perception has been that the
OSD staff measure of success was
finding problems/issues. Why not use
program success as the measure of
merit?

A

DUSD(AR) is presently working to
define metrics into two categories: pro-
cess and outcome. Process metrics
would measure some of our efforts to
streamline the process, like less docu-
mentation to support a decision inter-
view. Outcome metrics would attempt
to measure program successes such
as reducing the time it takes to de-
velop a weapon system. Part of the
change directed by Secretary Perry is
to move from ‘checking’ programs to
building successful programs, result-
ingin a shiftin emphasis on the part of
the OSD Staff. However, focusing on
building successful programs does not
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included in several indexes of profes-
sional journals, including the upcoming
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mean that unsuccessful programs
should not be identified and canceled.

A New Way of Doing
Business
D

After listening to everything said
sofar, how can I beensured this is not
business as usual (or more) under a
new name (especially from an OSD
perspective)?

A

You can be sure that this will be
business as usual under a new name
without our collective commitment
and buy-in. Real change cannot be
directed by me or by Secretary Perry.
We need buy-in starting at the work-
ing level. You all must believe that we
can significantly improve our acquisi-
tion system, and I must work with you
to provide visible support and incen-
tives for change. That is why we are all
here together today.
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